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ever admitted as a state had better recognize
that the real danger of a Quebec-like prob-
lem is if the current ambiguous status con-
tinues and this nation-within-a-nation ideol-
ogy is imposed by local authorities without
a clear choice by the people based on a Fed-
eral policy to define the current status and
options for change accurately. The local ju-
diciary’s ruling in this case is an attempt to
usurp the authority of Congress under the
territorial clause in Article IV, Section 3,
Clause 2 and Section 8 of Article I to deter-
mine the nationality and nationality-based
citizenship of persons born in Puerto Rico.
That authority also is recognized in Article
IX of the Treaty of Paris under which the
U.S. became sovereign in Puerto Rico. The
United States has not ceded or restricted
that authority by agreeing to establish in-
ternal self-government under the common-
wealth structure.

The United States gave the mechanisms of
internal self-government in the territory the
chance to resolve this problem under local
law by sorting out the mess and conforming
local law to federal law. The elected co-equal
branches of government acted responsibly
and consistent with the federal and local
constitutions. Unfortunately, the territorial
court of last resort failed the test. Now this
has become a political question which must
be resolved by the political branches of the
Federal government.

The failure of the judicial branch of the
local constitutional government to respect
the separation of powers under the local con-
stitution does not bode well for the viability
of continued territorial status under the
commonwealth structure. The court’s ruling
in this case suggests that the present status
quo is not a permanent solution to the ques-
tion of Puerto Rico’s political status.

However, the territorial commonwealth
structure cannot be made acceptable by de-
fining it as something other than what it
really is. Revisionist judicial rulings which
attempt to transform unincorporated terri-
tory status into a form of permanent state-
hood without going through the admissions
process under Article IV of the federal con-
stitution, and at the same time seek sepa-
rate nationality do nothing to clarify Puerto
Rico’s political future. It is becoming more
clear every day that either statehood or sep-
arate nationhood are the only viable solu-
tions to the problem of Puerto Rico’s politi-
cal status.

Clearly, Puerto Rico is not a state, but an
internally self-governing territory of the
United States. Likewise, the ‘‘people of
Puerto Rico’’ are not a separate nationality,
but a body politic consisting of persons with
United States nationality and citizenship
who reside in Puerto Rico. This includes
those born there and those who were born or
naturalized in a state of the union and now
reside there. See, 48 U.S.C. 733; also Gonzales
v. Williams, 192 U.S. 1 (1904).

CONCLUSION

The local election law in Puerto Rico re-
quiring U.S. citizenship to vote in local elec-
tions was enacted by the democratically
elected representatives of the people. The
local statute approved by the Legislature of
Puerto Rico properly recognizes that only
the United States can define and confer na-
tionality and citizenship on people born in
Puerto Rico as long as it is within U.S. sov-
ereignty.

The attempt of local courts to recognize,
and thereby exercise the sovereign power to
create, an alternative separate nationality
and citizenship status in lieu of the federally
defined status, and to impose non-citizen
voting on the people of Puerto Rico without
their consent, has been repudiated by the
Federal government through the State De-

partment’s action in the Mari Bras ‘‘copy
cat’’ case of Lazada Colon.

Only if the people of Puerto Rico, acting
through their constitutional process and in
an exercise of self-determination, requested
that the U.S. Congress approve legislation to
end the current U.S. nationality and citizen-
ship of persons born in Puerto Rico, and Con-
gress in fact does so, would a different result
appear to be constitutionally possible.

In that event, presumably, a process lead-
ing to separate sovereignty, nationality and
citizenship for Puerto Rico would commence.
Previously, neither the electorate in Puerto
Rico nor the local legislature have expressed
significant levels of support for that ap-
proach to resolving the ultimate status of
Puerto Rico. Inevitably, the decision must
be made by the people of Puerto Rico
through a process of self-determination in a
clear and transparent election. Judicial
usurpation of the process of self-determina-
tion harms all of us.
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Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to introduce legislation to establish
the Medical Innovation Tax Credit with my col-
league, SANDER M. LEVIN. This new credit will
provide an important incentive for companies
to expand their pioneering clinical research ac-
tivities at our nation’s leading medical institu-
tions such as M.D. Anderson, the University of
Texas, and the University of Michigan. By pro-
moting more medical research, the credit will
help enhance the development of new prod-
ucts and therapies to prevent, treat and cure
serious medical conditions and diseases.

The Medical Innovation Tax Credit estab-
lishes a narrowly targeted, incremental 20%
credit in the Internal Revenue Code. The cred-
it is available to companies for qualified ex-
penditures on human clinical trials conducted
at medical schools, teaching hospitals that are
under common ownership or affiliated with an
institution of higher learning, or by non-profit
research hospitals that are designated as can-
cer centers by the National Cancer Institute
(NCI).

The additional private sector investment
generated by the Medical Innovation Tax
Credit is also essential so that medical
schools and teaching hospitals can continue to
fulfill their unique and vital roles that benefit
both the health of the American public and the
economy. These institutions are the backbone
of innovation in American medicine. By linking
together research, medical training and patient
care, they develop and employ the knowledge
that can result in major medical break-
throughs.

Today, however, they are under increased
financial pressures as markets for health care
services undergo rapid, fundamental change.
These financial pressures may have an ad-
verse impact on funds traditionally dedicated
for research. Recent reports indicate that there
has been a decline in clinical trials at medical
schools and teaching hospitals. This decline is
troubling, since it signals that research dollars
are shrinking at our nation’s leading medical
research institutions. A new infusion of funds

for expanded clinical research activities, stimu-
lated by the Medical Innovation Tax Credit,
can help stem and reverse this trend. More-
over, continued and expanded investment in
our leading medical research institutions will
ensure that the United States maintains its po-
sition as the leader in innovative, biomedical
research.

The credit also provides an important incen-
tive for research activities to remain in the
United States since only domestic clinical re-
search activities are eligible for the credit. This
requirement will encourage biotechnology and
pharmaceutical companies to keep their clini-
cal trial research projects at home by decreas-
ing the economic incentive to move such ac-
tivities to ‘‘lower-cost’’ facilities off-shore.

I urge all of my colleagues to support this
important legislation. The Medical Innovation
Tax Credit will strengthen the partnership be-
tween the private sector and our nation’s lead-
ing medical institutions to ensure America’s
continued world leadership in research and
medical innovation.
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Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased

to join with my colleague GENE GREEN in con-
gratulating Ed and Jerry Watson of Deer Park,
Texas, as they celebrate their 50th wedding
anniversary on May 7, 1998. Throughout their
lives, Ed and Jerry have provided tremendous
examples of public service, contributing unself-
ishly to numerous causes while raising a fine
family.

Both Ed and Jerry are native Texans who
have an abiding love for their state and com-
munity.

Ed was born in ‘‘Pole Cat Ridge,’’
Wallisville, Texas, on July 20, 1920. He grad-
uated from Anahuac High School in 1939 and
joined the U.S. Navy in 1942. After his service
in World War II, he attended the University of
Houston until he went to work in 1946 at Shell
Oil Refinery in Deer Park.

Jerry was born in Saratoga, Texas, on Sep-
tember 30, 1923. She was named Susan Ger-
aldine Eaves, but was called Jerry as her par-
ents had hoped for a boy. Jerry graduated
from Kilgore High School in 1941 and was
working in Houston when she and Ed met.
Jerry’s parents were living in Hankamer (near
Anahuac) when her younger sister asked Ed
to give her big sister a ride back to Houston.
The rest, as they say, is history.

They were married on May 7, 1948 at the
Lawndale Baptist Church in Houston. Shortly
after, Ed was called back into service during
the Korean Conflict in 1950 for 15 months. In
1954, having outgrown their home in Pasa-
dena, the Watsons and their four children
moved to Deer Park. In March 1955, they be-
came members of the First Baptist Church of
Deer Park. At the time, the church was still
meeting in the old wooden buildings on Sixth
Street. Jerry recalls many Vacation Bible
Schools in which she helped and the children
participated.

Ed has been involved in politics and com-
munity affairs since 1947. He is a 50-year
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